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I. INTRODUCTION

This matter involves allegations that Donna Edwards for Congress and Jamce Edwards,
m her official capacity as Treasurer (“Edwards Commuttee” or “Commuttee™), and Donna
Edwards, a congressional candidate in Maryland, accepted approximately $130,000 i
contributions from orgamzations that benefited from her work mn the private sector The
complant alleges that many orgamzations made excessive contributions and excessive mn-kind
contnibutions through coordmation with her Commuttee ' The complamt further alleges that the
Commuttee and other respondents violated reporting provisions of the Act due to the above
violations

As more fully set forth below, we recommend that the Commuasion find no reason to
believe that any of the respondents have violated the Act
O. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complamt makes many broad allegations regarding “potentially questionable”
relationships among vanious groups, persons employed by or directing those groups, and
Edwards The complamnt suggests that these questionable relatonships have benefited the
Edwards campaign through unreported, excessive contnbutions, and excessive in-land
contnbutions The complamnt also alleges that the 501(c)(3) respondents “actively engaged mn
prolubited activities,” although the complant gives no specafics about such activity or how it
violates FECA Most respondents have said that it was difficult to craft a response because the
allegations m the complaint are vague and that the facts alleged do not state a violation of the
Act While the complaint alleges very few facts that imphicate FECA, the respondents and
allegstions can be divided 1nto three distinct groups (1) those related to her pnivate sector work,

! The complamt was filed by the campagn menager for Edwards’ prnmary opponent two weeks before the hard-
fought 2008 Primary Elechion
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(2) those related to organizations that supported her candidacy, and (3) third-party vendors and
orgamzations located at the same address as these vendors

A. Donna Edwards’ Work in the Private Sector

Many of the allegations in the complant focus on Edwards’ role as Executive Director of
The ARCA Foundation (“ARCA”™) and ARCA’s relationship to other non-profit groups  ARCA
18 & 501(c)(3) orgamzation “dedicated to the pursuit of social equity and justice ” See
N As Executive Director since January 2000, Edwards

reviews grant proposals and makes recommendations to the ARCA Board of Directors regarding
which proposals to fund Edwards has taken leaves of absence from ARCA dunng two
campaigns for federal office On Apnil 17, 2006, Edwards filed her Statement of Candidacy for
the 2006 Primary Election and took a leave of absence from June 1, 2006 through September 15,
2006 On Apnl 27, 2007, she filed her Statement of Candidacy for the 2008 Pnimary Election
and took a leave of absence from August 31, 2007 through February 15, 2008

The complamt alleges that Edwards, through ARCA, gave grants to the League of
Conservation Voters (“LCV™) and Friends of the Earth (“FOE™), and 1n return those groups
contnbuted to the Commuttee, constituting unreported and excesmve mm-kind contnbutions In
her response, Edwards states that she makes recommendsations on grant proposals to the ARCA
Board but she has no authonty to grant funds from ARCA Edwards acknowledges that her
Commuttee received contributions from the PACs of some of the respondents and from
mdividuals employed by them, but she states that ARCA grants money to organizations on the
ments of the grant application and “not based on any anticipated or posmble pohitical benefit ”
See Edwards Response at 2-3

The Act, as amended by BCRA, provides that no person shall make contnbutions to any
candidate and his or her authonzed political commuttee with respect to any election for federal
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office, which, 1n the aggregate, exceed $2,300 2USC § 441a(a)(1XA) Further, candidates

and pohitical commuttees are prohibited from knowingly accepting any contnbutions 1n excess of

the Act’s imutations 2U S C § 441a(f) Political committees must report receipts 1n thesr

disclosurereports 2U S C §§ 434(a) and (b)

The following chart summanzes the complamt allegations and responses, and
recommends that the Commussion find no reason to believe that any of the respondents listed

below made excessive contnbutions or excessive in-kind contnibutions to the Edwards

Commuttee Further, we recommend that the Comnmussion find no reason to believe that Edwards

or the Edwards Comnmuttee knowingly accepted and failed to report these alleged contnbutions

CHART 1
RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS
Doona Edwards, and Edwards 15 the Executive It 18 not clear what 18 bemng | There 13 no mformation
Donna Edwards for Darector of ARCA ARCA | alleged Ses Edwards suggesting that
Congress snd Jamce gave more than $4 mulhon | Respomse at 1-2 Donna contnbutions to Edwards
Edwards, m her official m grasts to 39 Edwards only makes from respondent PACs
capacity as Treasurer organmzations that made recommendations and indrviduals employed
$138,500 m contnbutions | regarding grant recipients, | by respondents were
to her commutioe the ARCA Board of grven m exchange for
Darectors votes fo grants to the respondents
dotornume grant recipients | from ARCA We
Sesid at2-3 Inaddition, | recommend that the
Bdwards took leaves of Conxmssion find no
absence from ARCA reason to beheve that
durmg her campaigns  See | Edwards or the
od Commuttee violated 2
USC § 441x(f) by
knowingly accepting
excessive contributions
or exceastve m-land
contnibutions or thet the
Comuttee violsted 2
USC §434(b) by
fmhing to report any such
contributions
ARCA ARCA grants t0 ARCA 13 501(c)(3) ‘There s no mformation
organzations are excessive, | orgamzation and only gives | suggesting that
m-kmd contnbutions o to other 501(c)(3) contmbutions to Edwards
Edwards because those organszations Ses ARCA | from respondent PACs
orgamzations m-tum made | respomss at 3-4 The and mdivaduals employed
contributions to Edwards | ARCA Board decides by respondents wers
whichorganieations | grven m exchange for |
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS
receive grants, not Donne | grents to the respondents
Edwards Seeid,at4 from ARCA We
ARCA's grants to thurd recounend that the
parties are not Comnussion find no
contrbutions to Edwards reason o beleve that (1)
Sesid 312 The complamnt { ARCA viclated2USC
fuls to allege a smgle fact | § 441a{a)(1) by making,
showmg that ARCA funds | or that Edwards or the
benefited exther of the Comnnuttee violated 2
Edwards’ campuigna many | USC § 441a(f) by
way Seeud at2 acceptng, excessive 1~
kand contnibutions to
Edwards, ot (2) the
Comontiee viclated 2
USC §434(b) by
faalng to report any such
contributions
League of Conservation ARCA gave monoy to LCV dud not recerve a LCVPACmadea
Voters LCV LCVgavemoney to | grant from ARCA, the contnbution to BEdwards,
Edwards and promoted her | LCV Education Fund, a and mdividuals
campaign 501(c)(3) orgamzation, dud | assocaated with LCV
See LCV Response at 1, made mdvidual
nl The LCV Educaton | contnbutions, all withm
Fund began 1o recerve legal lnmts There 11 n0
grants from ARCA m mformation suggesting
1999, before Bdwards that contributions o
started working there See | Edwards from LCV's
o at2 PAC and mncividuals
employed by LCV were
given m exchange for a
grant to LCV Education
Fond We reconamend
that the Conxmamnion find
Do reason to beheve that
(1) LCV violated 2
USC § 441a(a)(1) by
nmkmg, or that Edwards
or the Comumttee
violated2USC
§ 441a(0) by accepting,
excesmve m-kand
coninbutions to Edwards,
or (2) the Commuitee
violated 2USC
§ 434(b) by fulmg to
report any such
k — contnbutions
Frniends of the Earth ARCA gave money o FOE | FORE 1 a 501(c)(3) ‘There 13 no mformaton
FOE endorsed Bdwards and | orgamzation and dud not suggestmg thet
contnbuted to her campaga | endorse Edwards  Ses contributions to Edwards
through board members, FOE Responss, from FOB's PAC and 18
employees snd 1ts PAC Blackwelder Affidawit at presdent were given m
712,4 FOEPACand exchange for grants 0

FOE's premdent made logal |

FOE from ARCA We |
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS

contributions t0 the recommend thet the
Edwards Commutice See | Conmymssion find no

od at Y] S5-6 reason o beheve that (1)
FOEviolaed2USC
§ 441a(a)(1) by making,
or that Edwards or the
Commttee violated 2
USC § 41 by
accepling, Excessive In-

B. Organzations that Supported Doana Edwards by Endorsing Her or Makmng
Independent Expeaditures on Her Behalf

The complamt also alleges that the Commuttee and certan respondents coordmated with
each other such that the resultmg communications constituted excessive, m-kind contnbutions
Bssed on the available information, 1t appears that these respondents conducted independent
expenditure campaigns 1n support of Edwards’ candidacy or publicly endorsed her, but did not
engage 1n conduct resulting 1n coordmation under Commussion regulations

Under the Act and Commission regulations, the terms “contnibution” and “expenditure”
mclude any gift of money or “anything of value” made by any person for the purpose of
mfluencing a Federal elechion See2US C § 431(8)(A)(2) and (9(A)(1), 11 CFR §§ 100 52(a)
and 100 111(2) The phrase “anythmg of value” includes all in-kand contnbutions See 11
CFR §§ 100 52(d)1) and 100 111(e)1) In-kand contributions include expenditures made by
any person “in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of” a
candidate, a candidate’s authonzed committees, or therr agents 2US C § 441a(a)(7X(B)()

Commussion regulations specify a three-prong test to determune whether a payment for a
commumcation becomes an 1n-kind contribution as a result of coordmation between the person
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making the payment and a candidate See 11 CFR § 109 21(a)(1){(3) Under the first prong of
the coordinated communication test, the communication must be paid for by a person other than
a candidate, a candidate’s authonzed commuttee, & political party commuttee, or agents of any of
the foregomg See 11 CFR § 109 21(a)(1) Under the second prong, the commumcation must
satisfy one of the four content standards set forth 1n 11 CFR § 109 21(c)? Under the third
prong, the communication must satisfy one of the five conduct standards set forthm 11 CFR
§ 10921(d)

The allegations in the complaint were vague and speculative, and the respondents
generally submtted detmled responses explmming their relationships with the Edwards
Commuttee and refuting the allegations with facts and affidavits Thus, we recommend that the
Commussion find no reason to believe that any of the respondents hsted below made excessive
m-kind contnbutions m the form of coordmated communications, or that Edwards or the

2 After the decision m Shays v FEC, 414 F 3d 76 (D C Cir 2005) (Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court's
mvahdation of the fourth, or “public communication,” content standard of the coordmated commumcations
regulation), the Commussion made revisions to 11 CFR § 109 21 that became effective July 10, 2006 Ina
subsequent challenge by Shays, the U 8 Dastract Coust for the Dastrict of Columbsa held that the Commussion’s
content and conduct standards of the coordinated comsmumscations regulaton at 11 CF R § 109 21(c) and (d)
violated the Adeumstrative Procedure Act, however, the court dad not vacate the regulshons or enjom the
Comamussion from enforcmg them Ses Shays v FEC, S08 F Supp 2d 10, 70-71 (D D C Sept 12, 2007) (NO CIV A
06-1247 (CXK)) (granting 1n part and denying part the respective parties” motions for surmnary judgment)
Recently, the D C Circust affirmed the district court with respect to, miter alia, the content standard for pubhc
commmumcations made before the ttme frames specafied m the standard, and the rule for when former campaign
employees and common vendors may share matenal mfbemation with other persons who finance pubhc
conmmmcshons SesShaysv FEC, _ F3d__ ,(DC Cr 2008)

3 The conduct prong is satisfled where any of the followmng types of conduct occurs (1) the commmmcation was
created, produced or dastributed at the request or suggeshion of a candudate or lus campaign, (2) the candidate or hs
campaign was matenally mvolved m decisions regardmg the commumcation, (3) the commumcstion was created,
produced, or distnibuted after substantial discussions with the campagn or 1ts agents, (4) the parties contracted with
or employed a comxnon veador that used or conveyed material mformmtion about the campaign’s plans, projects,
activaities or needs, or used matenal mfbrmation gamed from past work with the candidate to create, produce, or
dustribute the commumostion, () the payor employed a former employee or mdependent contractor of the candadate
who used or conveyed matenal mformation about the campaign’s plans, projects, achvihies or needs, or used materml
mfbrmation gamed from past work with the candsdate to creste, produce, or dustnbute the commmmucstion, or (6) the
payor repubhshed campaign matenal See 11 CFR § 109 21(d)
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Edwards Commuttee knowingly accepted and failed to report these alleged contnibutions The

followmg chart summanzes the allegations, responses, and analyms

CHART 2
RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS _
League of Conservation | ARCA gave money to LCV conducted sn The complamt’s allegahons
Voters LCV LCVgpavemoney | mdependent are vague, and LCV has
%0 Edwards and promoted | campmgn for Edwards responded that 1t “ex-
her campaign There'san | See LCV Respomse at2-3 | commmumcated™ Edwards
“appearance of LCV bad a firewnll m granting her a leave of
coordmation place, winch mecluded no absence from its Board of
conymuucations with Drrectors and through
Edwards, her campaign mplementation of its
staff or volunteers, no firewall policy Based on
unsuthorzed comments to | the absence of facts alleging
the press, and no conduct that wounld
unsuthorzed volunteer conststute coordmation and
efforts for her campaign LCV"s specific response,
Sesid t2 LCVBoard | there is no mformation that
members and staff were the conduct standard of the
given specific mstructions | coordmation has
and reemnders on firewall | beenmet See 11 CFR
procedures  See id §10921(d) We
Edwerds also was granted | recommend that the
a leave of absence from Commamion find no reason
the LCV Board as soonas | to beheve that (1) LCV
she amnounced her 2008 violaied2USC
candidacy Sesid In § 441a(a)(1) by making, or
sum, Edwards was “ex- Edwards or the Comxmitee
commmmcsated " Ses id violated 2U S C § 441a(f)
In addithon, mdependent by accepting, an excessive
expeschiures were wm-kand contnbution m the
properly reported Seesd | form of a coordmated
at3 commmmestion, or (2) the
Commnttoe violated 2
USC § 434(b) by fulmg
to repot such a
L — contnbution
EMILYs List and Edwards and EMILY"s The complamt does not The complamt does not
Ramny Cooper, m hus Last have “cloarly jomed | allege a violation of alloge ficts that state &
officaal capacity as forces " EMILY"s Inst FECA See EMILY's Last | violation of the Act
Treasurer sent an ematl promoting Respomse at 1-2 The Moreover, EMILY"s Lt
Edwards® candidacy, and | Edwards Comumttee has set forth specafic facts
1t was approved and suthorized and paxd for the | to refuste charges of
suthorrzed by Edwards emml sent by EMILY"s coordimtion, mcluding that
Lt Sesud nt1l the Commmtive paxd for the
EMILY's Listhas a commumcstion Thus, the
firewall to protect itself payment prong of the
from speculative coordmation regulations 18
of notmet Seell CFR
coordmeton Sesad The | § 109 21(a)(1) We
Edwards Conumities states | reconmmend that the
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perticipated m the creation
or dssenunshon of axy
Iterature mntended for
dhstribution the

RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS
m its response that it paxd | Commmssion find no reason
EMILY"s Lst for web %0 beheve that (1) EMILY s
sexrvices and properly Last and 1ts treasurer,
reported those violated2U SC
See § 441a(a)(1) by making, or
Edwards Resporse at 4 that Edwards or the
Commuttee violated
2USC §441x(f) by
accephing, an excessive m-
kand contnbution 1 the
form of a coordinated
comxmunication, or (2) the
Comymitiee violated 2
USC §434(b) by falmg
fo report such a
_ contribution
1199 SEIU and 1199 SEIU dwsermunated The 1199 SEIU PAC The complamt’s broad legal
SEIU Federal Political campaign hterature It produced, pad for and concluson that 1199 SEIU
Action Fund (1199 SEIU | may have “collaborated” | mmled hiterature m suppost | and 1199 SEIU PAC
PAC™) and Patrick with Bdwards Also, of Edwerds® 2008 “collaborated” 1 not
Gaspard, m Ius official Edwards and Ansa campaign as part of an supported by facts
capacity as Treasurer Burger, the SEIU national | mdependent expendsture Moreover, 1199 SEIU and
political head, co-founded | effoxt Ses 1199 SEIU 1199 SEIU PAC have set
They Wosk For Us, Inc Response, Gaspard forth that there was no
(sce below) Afidavit, 91 6-7 The comnmumcation with
PAC troasurer attests that | Edwards or her campaign
no one amociated with regarding the Iterature, and
SEIU discussed the the vendor had no contact
Iterature with Edwards or | with them exther Thus, 1t
anyone affihated with the that the conduct
campaign, there 32 standard of the coordination
firewnll mplace Ses id at | regulations has not been
918, 12-13 The treasurer | mot Ses11CFR
checked with the literature | § 109 21(d) The Edwards
vendor to confirm that the | Commuties”s response
vendor bad no contract or | leaves open the possibility
cantact with the Edwards | that her campmign worked
Conxmittec Seeid at]9 | on umon commmmcations
‘The only contact the to 1ts restricted class, but
troasurer had with this activity would not
Edwards was o tell her constitute coordination
sbout the Union's because the rogulation’s
endorsement Seead at] | content standard would not
10 Furthermore, Anna bemet, see 11 CFR
Burger 13 not associated § 109 21(c), and would be
withthe 1199 PAC Ses | penmssible under 11 CFR
ol st 9y 16-17 §§ 114 2(c) and 114 3(a)
The Edwards campmign We recommend thet the
manager also states that no | Commussion find no resson
one from the Commuttes to beheve that (1) 1199

SEIU snd 1199 SEIU PAC
and 1ts treasurer, violated 2

USC § 441a(a)1) by
or that Edwards or
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS
Umon membersinp See | the Commuttee violated 2
Edwards Responee, USC § 441a(f) by
Chnstian Affidavit, § 2 accephing, an excessive in-
kmd contnibution m the
form of & coordinated
commumcation, or (2) the
Comxmtice violated 2
USC §434(b) by failing
to report such a
coninbution
‘They Work for Us, Inc TWFU “spparently Edwards mon the Board | The complamt does not
(“TWFU™) facalstated placement of of Darectors of TWFU alloge facts that state &
polibcal ads m See TWFU Response, violation of the Act The
conunchon with SEIU” | Rosenthal Declaration, §3 | vague allegation that
TWFU has become a She recused hersolf from | TWFU worked wath SEIU,
condut for campaign TWFU Board discusmons | another non-profit
coninbutions and an rogarding the race m orgamzation, does not
alleged S01(cX4) Maryland District 4 since | conshitute coordimation  Sse
“lobbymg wmg " shortly after she 11CFR §10921(a)
Edwards coordinated with | amnounced her candudacy | TWFU states that it never
TWFU mApnl 2007 Sessd §5 | provaded anythung of value
She took a leave of o the Edwarda campmgn
absence flom her posiion | and that no one at TWFU
as darector of TWFU m bad any contacts with her or
August 2007 Seesd 13 | her campaign smoe Apnl
TWFU never made a 2007 TWFU dud, however,
monetary contribution or | fand a radho broadcast that
provided any goods, refired to Edwards®
services, or any other thang | opponent shortly before the
of value to the Edwards February 2008 Primary
campagn Sesid 410 Ses TWFU Response to
‘The Edwards’ campaign RFAI May 22, 2008
masager sitests that no ons | TWFU filed a Form 9 with
from the Conuatice the Corxmanon to dsclose
partcipated in any thus Elechoncermg
Interature or ad that may Commumestion (albext
bave been sent by TWFU | Iate) We have not been
Ses Edwards abls to obtam a copy of the
Chrustian Affidavit, 13 radio ad
Based on the fhcts alleged
and the responses, there »
no mformation that the
conduct standerd of the
coordimation regulstions has
been satisfied, as the radio
' ods awed m carly 2008 and
the Jast commmmnications
between TWFU and
Edwards appesr to have
been m early to md-2007
Morcover, the Edwards
campaign menager
specfically states that no
one from the campaign staff
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ANALYSIS

participated on any
Interature or ad with TWFU
We recomxnend that the
Commussion find no reason
to beheve that (1) TWFU
violated2USC

§ 441a(a)(1) by malang, or
that Edwards or the
Commutice violated 2

USC j Ml by
accepting, &n EXCOSIVE In-
kind contribution m the
form of a coordmated
commumcahon, or (2) the
Comnuttee violated 2
USC §434(b) by fuhng
10 report such a
contnbution

[ Commumbes Votmg

Together, a publhc
advocacy, unmcorporated
association with a related

“S27" group

CVT cassenunated a
muuler, winch constitutes
an excessive and

CVT lured canvassers to
assist the Edwards

CVT dissenunated msue
advocacy leaflets m 2006
and 2008 that referred to
Edwards’ opponent Al
Wymn See CVT
Response, at 2, see also
CVT Response, Robmson
Declarstion, 7Y 2-3, §
CVT dud not discuss the
leaflets with the Edwards
campaign Ses Robmson
Decl,113,6 CVT hured
CSl, a common vendor, to
create and dissermunate
CVT 1mue advocacy
leaflets, not to “sssist the
Edwards campuign " See
id §7 The leaflets were
mailed 1n 2006 and mmled
and hand-dehvered m
2008 Sesid 12,5 The
Exescutive VP of CSI, who
'was responmible for the
2006 and 2008 progects,
attests that he did not
dhscuss the progects with
other CSI employees
except a3 necessary to
mmplement them, and he
had no mfbemation
regarding noeds, plans,
projects, or activities of
the Edwards
Sesid 73,6
‘The Edwards campaign
also attests that

The responses, meludmng
affidavits, sufficiently rebut
the complamt’s vagus
that CVT and
Edwards coordinated the
CVT leafiets The
responses specifically rebut
allegations that ey
engaged m conduct that
would meet the
requrements of 11 CFR
§10921(d) Furthermore,
the 2006 leaflet, and the
purportedly suular 2008
leaflet, sre usue focused
and ask the reader to call
Wynn fo explamn lus energy
policies We recommend
that the Comnussion find no
reason 1o belisve that (1)
CVT violated2USC
§ 441a(a)(1) by makmng, or
thet Edwards or the
Commmttes violated 2
USC § 1) by
accophing, an oxcosaive, in-
knd contnbution m the
form of a coordmeted
comxmumecation, or (2) the
Conxuttoe violated 2
USC §434(b) by faling
to report such a
contnbution
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COMPLAINT
ALLEGATIONS

ANALYSIS )

the Conumtise was not
mvolved m the production
or dissenmumation of the
CVT comnumications
Ses Edwards Respouse,

Chrstian Affidavit, § 4

C.  Third-Party Vendors and Organizations Located at the Same Address as

those Vendors

The complaint further alleges that several third parties made excessive in-kind

contributions to the Edwards committee It also alleges that the Edwards commuttee made

expenditures to non-profit organizations and that many of these orgamzations must have
collaborated because they have the same address Almost all of these respondents state that they

did not make contnnbutions to the Commuttee, and that any payments to them were for services

rendered as many of these respondents are vendors The remaining respondents state that they
are merely located at the same address as other respondents Thus, we recommend that the

Commussion find no reason to believe that these respondents violated the Act The following
chart lists these respondents and summanzes the allegations, responses, and analysis

Commutice Ses SEIU

Local 100 Response at 2,
see abso ud , Frtzszmons
Affidavit. §4 SEHIU Local

CHART 3
RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
__ ALLEGATIONS
SEIU Local 100 SEIU Local 1s st the same | To the extent the complamt | The fiscts alleged do not
address as CVT, ses supra | unphes any :mproper state a FECA violabon It
Chart 2, and ACORN (see | conduct m the Edwards sppears that SEIU Local
below) The cinef campaign, it1s demed See | 100 has no connection to
organser of Local 10013 | SEIU Local 100 Response | the Edwards Comnuttee
the founder of ACORN at2 SEIULocal 100 was | We recommend that the
not wnvolved with the Comemssion find no
csmpuign Seed, reason to belwove that
Fitzmmmons Affidavit, §4 | SEIU Local 100 violated
SEIU Local 100 dad not the Act
coninbuts to or cooperats
with the Edwards
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS
100 13 & Inbor orgamzation
employees m
Loussans, Texas, and
Arkansss Frtzmmnunons
Affidanit, 13 Ithasno
m id
Citizens Consulting, Inc | No allegations The complamt does not The fiscts alleged do not
allege that CCl violated the | state a FECA violation It
Act See CCIResponseat | sppears that OCI hes no
1 CCI provides consultng | connection 10 the Edwards
services, meluding Committes We
admmustrative, financaal, recomenend that the
bookkeepmg, sand Comxmsnion find no
support Sesid at2 Some | reason to beheve that OCI
CCI clients use our address | violatod the Act
as a pomt of contact for
admumstrative functions
Seed The only reference
to Citizens Consulting Inc
m the complamt 18 that CCI
hag the same address as
other Soe ud
Citmpens Services, Inc,a | The Edwards commuttee | CSIisa vendorandhad a The Edwards Commutice
political consulting firm | pasd $76,866 to Crtisems | contract with the Edwards | pasd CSI for work, and
Services Inc for get-out- | commmtiee to perform get- | CSI appears 1o have
the-vole activities This out-the-vote canvassing and | operated as a vendor The
non-profit recesved monsy | phone bank operations, facts alleged do not state a
m a coordmated effort and | which the Edwards violation of the Act We
engaged m pohitical comemtteo paxd for and recornmend that the
activity dasclosed m 1ts dusclosure Comnussion find no
repoets  See CSI Response | reason to belbeve that CSI
at1 Ths s a standard violated the Act
commereaal trangaction
between a campaign and a
vendor Ses ud
subcontracted some of the
wazk o ACORN (see
below) Sesud
ACORN ACORN has made ACORN has not made The fcts alleged do not
mdependent state a FECA violaton
on bebalf of Edwards on behalf of Edwards Ses | ACORN appears to have
ACORN Respomseat1 In | opersted as & sub-vendor
2006, ACORN provided to CSI Although not
field services to the alleged m the complamt,
Edwards campaign, as CSI's | the available mformation
subcontractor See d, suggests that ACORN
Klem Declaration, 13 handled the announcement
ACORN dd notmake sny | of its endorsement
commumcations 1 properdy w1l
2006 or 2008 thatreferred | CFR § 114 4(c)(6) We
to Edwards Ses ACORN | recommend that the
Response at2 Edwards Comzrasnon find no
attended a pross conference | reason to beleve that
where ACORN amnounced | ACORN violated the Act
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COMPLAINT RESPONSE ANALYSIS
ALLEGATIONS

its endorsement of her for
the 2008 prary  Ses
Katzenberg Declaration,
97 Other than the
endorsement, ACORN
pever made &
commuumecation 10 the public
that expressly advocated the
clectson of Bdwards or !
defoat of Wynn See
Response at 2, Katsenberg
Declarstion, § 7

oL RECOMMENDATIONS

10
11
12
13

Find no reason to beheve that Donna Edwards violated 2 U S C § 441a(f)

Fmd no reason to beheve that Donna Edwards for Congress and Janice Edwards,
1 her official capacity as Treasurer, violated 2 U S C §§ 434(b) and 441(f)

Find no reason to beheve that ARCA Foundation violated 2U S C § 441a(a)(1)

Find no reason to believe that League of Conservation Voters violated 2 US C
§ 441a(a)(1)

Find no reason to believe that Fniends of the Earth violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)

Fmd no reason to believe that EMILY"s List and Ranmy Cooper, in lus official
capacity as Treasurer, violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)

Find no reason to behieve that 1199 SEIU and 1199 SEIU Federal Politsical Action
Fund and Patrick Gaspard, 1n hus official capacity as Treasurer, violated 2 U S C

§ 441a(a)(1)
Find no reason to beheve that They Work For Us violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)

Find no reason to behieve that Commumties Voting Together violated 2 U 8 C
§ 441a(a)(1)

Find no reason to believe that SETU Local 100 violated the Act

Find no reason to believe that Citizens Consulting, Inc violated the Act
Find no reason to believe that Citizens Services, Inc violated the Act
Find no reason to believe that ACORN violated the Act
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14  Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses
1S  Approve the appropnate letters
16  Close the file

Thomasenmia P Duncan
General Counsel

11503 w K (L

Acting Deputy Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement




